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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY . 
REGION VI11 

999 18th STRET - SUITE 500 
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-8A66 

Department of Energy 
Rocky Plats O f f i c e  
P.O.-Box 928 
Gold-, Cto 90402-0928 

Re: Rwiew oL OU 14 
* Draft KE'I/RI Work Plan 

Dear Mr. Lockhart: 

Enclosed are the Bbvironmental Protection Agency and 
Colorado Department of H d t h  technicaa reviewa of the Draft 
RFI/RX Work PLan f a r  Operable Unit: 14, Rocky Flats Plant. 
are many comments that  need t o  be addressed, especially with 
regard to the f i e l d  sampling plan. 

There 

The mat general shortcoming of thks plan,, in addition t o  
technical inadequacies, i8 that it fails to  consider khn 
protected area IMIPUL now in development or other ongoing 
activities which make implementation as written very unlikely. 
In combination with DOE'S apparent inabflfty to implement 
obligations defined within the IAG as ilocumented in other 
correspondence, this failure reduces the work plan to a paperwork 
exerciac which achieves only superficial ooarpLJance with 
established milestmes. Until and.ulllesa this work plan Can be 
integrated into DOE'S overall approach to the Transition, 
D e c o n t d n a t i o n  and DeconnnSsaioning (D&D),  and Enviropmsatal 
Restoration (ER) of Rocky Flats, approval of the Final Workplan 
may not advance the ER program at Rocky Flats. 

If you or W e r s  of your staff have any queations regarding 
BPA's comments, please contact B i l l  Fraser at 294-1081. 

Sincerely, 

Nartfn Heatrtlark, Managex 
Rocky Flats Project 

Enclosures 

cc: w/enc. 
John ReSCIll, CDH 
,&arry Reck, PRC 

ADMIN RECORD 
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The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and our technical 
review contractor PRC Environmental Management, Inc. (PRC) have 
reviewed the draft phaae Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) Facility Investigation (RFI) /Remedial Investigation (RI) 

work plan, Rocky Flats Plant (RFP), Radioactive Sites, operable 
unit (OW) number 14 (work plan) which 'was subaritted by the U.S. 
Department of Energy (DO&. T%ia work plan is dateel June 1992 
and was submitted on June 24, 1992. 
subject work plan follow. 
overall scope of  the work plan. Specific comments addreaa the 
technical merit of particular items. 
groupea by chapter and keyed to specific statements by section 

Our combined comments on the 

Specific comments have been 

The general comments address the 

and page. 

This sectLon contains general technical coxnutents an the 
draft work plan. 

1. Section 2.0 and Appendix B greaent current ground-water data 
for Om4 individual hazardous substance sites (IHSSs). EIOWwer, 
much of  the Appendix B information is not Biscussed in Section 
2.0. For example, ground-water monitoring w e l l n  P209189, 
P209289, and P209389 located near IHSS 131 appear in Appendix E 
but are not discussed fn Section 2.0. 

In addition, many statements in Section 2 . 0  are.inaccurate 
concerning the relationship between sane of the IHSSs and ground- 
water monitoring wells. For -le, & the text, it is 
suggested t h a t  well P418289 can be used fog ground-water data 
upgrad5ent of XHSS 161. However, this w e l l  i s  directly north of 
IHSS 161. Since ground-water flow is caotcrly, a more 
appropriate well upgradient of Il3SS 161 would be P419689. These 
inconsistemlea should be corrected so the text in Section 2.0 
dud Appendix B address the m e  topics and are correct; in their 
references. Other inconsistencies in Section 2.0 are addressed 
in the specific comments. 

2. The 'field sampling plan (FSP), Section 6.0, for  OU14 does not 
appear to be statistically designed to meet per€ornrance measures 
listed in $PA'S guidance for data u d i l i l y  i n  risk assessments 
(EPA, 1990).  EPA's guidance specifies that the minimum 
recommended performance standards for  risk assessment purposes 
are 80 percent confidence and 90 percent power, TIE t-t. does 
not discuss the confidence and power or the statistical basis for 
the proposed number of samples in any media of concern. 
statistical basis for each PamplXag program, and the way i n  which 
the choeenmmber of samples relates to  power and confidence, 
must be included in this work plan. In addition, explanations 
should be provided if the minimum standalds of power am3 
confidence cannot be reached. That ie, DOE should specify 
whether the required nurnber of samglles i s  tcm high to be 

The 
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reasonable and describe the effect lower confidence and power 
valuesa w i l l  have on data useability for risk assessment. 

3 .  
site-wide air monitoring network Radioactive Ambient Air 
Monitoring Program (RAAMP). 
there is no discussion of thio pending RAAMP evaluation. 
survey should be completed before any new air monitors are 

RAAMP is sufficient to characterized air d s s i o n s  from OU14, or 
that more monitors are needed. 

The &PA has repeated that DOE and EGSCG evaluate the existing 

fn Section 6 . 0  of t h i s  work plan, 
This 

Tbe suzvey rnay determine that the existing spropoaed for OU14. 

4 .  
concepts and methodologies utilized by the BPA as presented i n  
risk assessment guidance f o r  Superfund (RAGS), Volume 1, Human 
Kealth Evaluation Manual (Part A) (EPA, 1989) If Section 8.0  
of the work plan i o  closely followed, human health risks 
associated with contqinant  eqosure to OU14 contaminants can be 
guant.lfied in a manner consistent with other Comprehensive 
Enviromqtal Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
sites. mile this documant provides sufficient detail to  assess 
the ovorall approach, additional technical memralula w i l l  be 
necessary to assess specific aspects and input exposure 
parameters of the quantitative analysis. 

5 .  Because few habitats exist, OU14 w i l l  be included with the 
other inchstrial area OUs fn the OU9 exrvironrnental m l u a t i o a .  
This approach i a  rcaaoaable as presented ia Section 9 . 0 ,  
However, the text specifically states that  ecotoxicological work 
w i l l  not be undertaken at OUl4, unless organisms present in OU14 
are not present in OU9. This approach se- to differ from other 
work plans and discussions with RFP ecologists. 
consistency, proposed methoda should be apprwed by EPA before 
implerntntaticm. 

6. Relevant and appropriate information regarding quality 

information is referenced to 
Quality Assurance Project Plan (QApjP). Since the QAPjP has been 
approved and the final versiuu w w  published in January 1992,  
Section 10.0 is adequate aa a quality assurance document. 
However, Section 10.0 should only be used with the QAPjP 
available as a quick reference. 

7 .  Appwdh A includes memaran* on the Field Instruments for 
DetectLng Low Em!rgy Radiation (UWLm) sumey of RFP. The 
informatbn is sparse and the mapa of the survey are illegible. 
The utility of  t h i s  infoxmation $8 questionable. 
present.usefu1 information in this Appendix or delete it 
entirely. 

8. The most general a h o r t c d n g  ot this plan i s  that I s  faila to 
consider the'protected &ea IM/IRA now in development or other 
ongoing activities (such as the reevaluation of the industrial 

The work plan far OU14 represents a thorough understanding of 

To provide 

assurance i u  not fncluaed izz Section 10.0.  Moat of the relevant 
the Rocky Flats Plant Site-wide 

DOE should 



akr-,a-iYYk' 11:42 FROM TO 99668556 P .05 

area surface water monitoring program) w h i c h  make implementation . 
a8 written wry unl.ilcely. 
inability to implement the IAG a8 documented in other 
correspondence, this failure reduces the work plan to a paperwork 
exercise which acheives only superficial compliance with 
established milestonehl. 
integrated i n t o  DOE'S overall approach t o  the Transition, D&D, 
and Errviromdental Restoration of Rocky Flats, apprwal of the 
F i p a l  Workplan may be futile. 

Xn camination with DOZ1a apparent 

Wntil and unless this work plan can be 

3.0 SP3CIFZC C-S 

1. -n e 2.2 .. The last: paragraph on this page 
states that potential. areas of concern (PACs) are discussed in 
the following sections, This document does not discuss PACs. 
DOE should address PACs that may be included in OUl4, 

2 .  Bcre 2 - 2 0 ,  S ggt@x.. 2 4 .. 1 ,  Q . This section states that the 
southern portion of XHSS 117.3 overlaps ZHSS 160. 
the HiBtOr%Cal Release Report (EGrG, 19921, the smithern partion 
of IHSS 117.3 ends at IHSS 160. 
boundaries for XIlSS 117,3 and I B S  160. 

According to 

DOE should.verify the correct 

3 ,  P C 2.4.2.3 . !Phis eectioa states that OU12 
IHSS 130.1 overlaps IHSS 960. 
Release Report, (BG&G, 1992) B h m  MSS 130.1 adjacent and to the 
west of ZaSS 16U. DOE should verify the correct boundaries for 
IHSS 120.1 and IHSS 160. 

4. pacre 2 -23.- 2.4.2.4 This section states that 
. contamination could be migrating frm IBS 120.2 to IEISS 161. 
The text doe@ not m@ntion t h a t  LE88 120.2 is entirely encloeed by 
f B S  161, DOS should state the location of IHSS 120.2 in 
relation to XHSS 161. 

H o w e v e r ,  a map from the Historical 

5 .  Pase 2-38. Table 2-3. The description of the associated IWSS 
.for borehole P313489 states that P313489 is located in the 
northwestern corner 02 LHSS 160. Accordag tu Figure 2-27, 
P313489 is located in the northeastern corner of IHSS 160. DOE 
should resolve this contradiction by correcting the table or t h e  
figure. 

. 

60 2-41. Table 2 -3. 'The description of the associated IHSS 
for borehole P119389 states that  Pi19389 is aowngraaient of inss 
156.1. 
upgradient of  IHSS 156.1. Mlzs should reeolve this contradiction 
by correcting the table or the figure. 

7 .  Pase 2-42. Tab Le 2 - 3 .  The deacription of the associated IHSS 
for borehole P314289 ~ t a t e a  that P314289 fs locatea in the 
northeastern corner of IHSS 160 within the IHSS bomdaries. 
According t o  Figure 2-27, P314289 is located outside of SHSS 160 

.According to Figure 2-27, P119389 is to the west and 

\ 
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and toward the southeast. In addition, this borehole is 
clowrqraUient of IBSS 160. DOE dhoulcl resolve this Contradiction 
by correcting the.tab2e or the figure. 

a .  pase 2-47. T&le 2 -3. The deacription of the associated IHSS 
for borehole P418289 states that P418289 is located in IHSS 161. 
According to Figure 2-27, P418289 i a  located north of IHSS 161 
and northweat of  IHSS 160. DOE should resolve this contradiction 
by correcting the table or figure, 

9 .  The description of the associated THSS 
for borehole PI15589 states that  P115589 is located east of IHSS 
156.1. According to Figure 2-27, P115589 i e  located southeast of 
IHSS 156.1, DOE should resolve this contradiction by correcting 
the table or the figure. 

1 0 .  - . The dewtiption of the associated 
IHSS for borehole P314289 states that P314283 is located in IHSS 
161. 
IHGS 161 and southeast of IHSS 160, In addition, chemical data 
may represent downgradient concentrations since ground-water flow 
is to.tbe east under IHSSe 1 6 0  and 1 6 7 .  
contradiction by correcting the table or the figure. 

11. e 2-66.  T h l ~  2-+ . The derrcription of the aasociated 
IHSS for borehole P418289 ataterv that P418289 is located in IHSS 
161. According to  Figure 2-27, P418289 is located north of IHSS 
161 and northweat of  IHSS 160. Do13 Bhcnrla resolv@ thia 
contradiction by correcting the table or the figure. 

3.2. P 
pre1h-n .goals (PRGa) w i l l  be calculated assuming 
future  land use is industrial. This assumption is erroneous and 
ruyuires negotiation between DOE:, EPA, end the Colorado 
Department of Health (CDH). DOE should use the most conservative 
land use scenario (residential) or state that the type of land 
use for calculatiwn of PRGs.will &e determined at a later time. 

paqgr .2-52, .Tab le 2-4. 

Accordjng tn Figure 2-27, P314289 ie located east o f  the 

DOE should resolve t h i s  

r- . 5.2. Thia section etatos that 

13, m . 6  - 5 .  Section 6.3 . This section discusses task 2 of the 
FSP. Lt incluaes me use of f i e l d  results tu revise the initial 
grid pattern. Bowever, the text does not describe intrusive 
sampling methodEl under concrete or pavement. DOE should outline 
the approach to sample unber-pavemenr soils awing task 2 .  

14. &ue 6 - 15, &c tion 6. 4 . 2 .  a s  section discusses the 
sampling procedures to be*followed for unpaved surfaces. There 
is no discussion of soi l  scrapings ia the paved areas. According 
to historical data, moat of the contaminated soil at IHSS 156.1 
was 6pread underneath the pavement, Thus, it is necessary to 
test soil  uader the paved area. 
for collecting soil  samples under the pavemeat. 

15. Pase 6 -12, See-tion 6.4. 2. This section describes f ield  
sampling for the BuSlding 334 parking lo t  (UrSS 156.1) It 

WE should include procedures 
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states that boreholes w i l l  be 
boringu €or IHSS 156.1 i s  not 
or Figure.6-3. Additionally, 

grouted, yet the use of soil 
aiEscusaed io the text, '1aDle 6.1 ,  
the Interagency Agreement (TAG) 

Table-5, states t h a t  soi l  d b  area soil borings will be drilled 
t o  a Uepth of 3 feet locateti on SO-foot centers. This section 
does not fallow the IAG requirements. DOE should correct the 
text so it complieht with IAG requirements outlined in Table 5 f o r  
soil  boring# or provide B suitable rationale for the change. 

16. Paff e 6-15,S.ection ... 6...4,~6. This section describes the 
samplhg for IBSS 164.1 and states surface s o i l  and borehole 
samples will be Collected usfng 25-foot centers. In Table 5 of 
the IAG, the text states that surface soil  and borehole eamples 
shall be collected at locations indicated as radioactive after 
the radioactive survey. 
requirements. DOE should revise this section to include, at a 
minimum, the sampling requirements outlined in the IAG for IHSS 
164.1, or explain w h y  an alternative approach is warranted. 

This section does not follow IAG 

17. acre 6-16. Se ction 6 A .  ,7. saxe comment as 16 applied to 
ZESS 164.2. 

1 8 .  mt' 6 -17. Sect ion 6,4..8. Same coIwLent as 16 applied to 
IHSS 164.3, 

19. a 6-32. Sect ion.6.8.. The text states, "If area8 of  
surface soil  contamination are identiffed at OD14 auring f i e l d  
sctivitiee, suspended particulate data from these sources w i l l .  be 
evaluated for applicability to OU14 inhalation exposure 
evaluatioa. If appropriate, these data will be used to provide a 
conservative estimate of total suopended particulates and 
respirable particulates in the vicinity of OU14." 
atatexaents are vague, 'The criteria for determining surface soil  
contamination should be defined. Also, the dctezmbation of a 
conservative est.$mate of total suspentied particulates and 
respirable particulates should be clearly described. 

2 0 .  &me 8 v 5 ,  $e ction 8.1.2 . The exposure pathways €or 
surficial soi l  contaminants are incomplete. Receptors could be 
exposea Via direGt dermal C O n t a c t ,  ingestion of vegetables 
following uptake of contaminants by plant room, or consumption 
of livestock following grazing an contaminated vegetation. 
Aaditioaally, contaminants In the uasaturuted zone could 
potentially leach into ground water which could lead t o  
cox%mi#aat exposure during dmestic ground-water use. 
issues should be aaaressed fn the work plan. 

21. ge 8 - 6 ,  SF&! 8.2.1. The work plan should not include 
field- and sample documencation, such as the & ~ l a - o T -  
custody form and standard operating procedures (SOPS) in the 
human health risk assessment ("RA). Although the s i t e  
8escription and detailed in€onaatian identifying eample locations 
should be included in the RT report, the chain-of-custody Porn 
and SOPe are extrapeoua to the risk asseeswnt. Wis information 

These 

These 
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is beat presented elsewhere in the RI report, preferably in a 
section that precedes the riek af3388esmerht. 

22. gaae 8 - 9 ,  Section 8.2.4 . The flow chart and sequence of 
selecting contaminants of concern (COCs) has major design flaws 
and violates the established principals detailed in RAGS ($PA, 
1989). 
"RA, eves if the frequency of  detection is lese than 5 percent 
and the on-site concentration is not statietically different from 
background. As the flow chart indicates, the order of applied 
criteria could potentially allow such a decision. By the t h e  
the carcinogenic criteria are evaluated, carcinogens could have 
alreaay been e l h b t e d .  
potentially carcinogenic chemicalsr the weight-of -evidence 
classification should be considered in conjunction with the 
concentrations detected at the site.  It is practical and 
conaenrative to retain a c h d c a l  that wa8 detected at low 
concentrations if that chemical is a Group A carcinogen." 
ntatement in the work plan that the carcinogenic screening step 
"....does not elbinate a cbdcal from further consideration; 
instead, it automatically identifies carcinogens for inclusion in 
the risk assessment, men if detected at low concentrations," is 
misleading, since potential human carcinogens previauslly could 
have been elbiaated. 

No class A carcinogens should be eliminated from the 

RAGS states that "...before eliminating 

me 

Only inorganic ceffllpmd~ should be eliminated from 
consideration baseU on background concentrations. RAGS explains 
that, "In gcn~ral, comparieon with naturally occurring levels is 
applicable only to inorganic chemicals, becauae the majority of 
organic chemicals found at Superfund sites are not naturally 
occurring ( e m  though they m;ry bc ubiquitws).n It goes on to 
assert that, wUoALe88 a very strong case can be made f o r  the 
natural occurrence of an organic chemical, do not eliminate it 
from the quant$tative riak asaessment f o r  t h i a  reason.A 

Applying the "one ten'th the value of identified health 
protective criteria" bendmark i s  an uncanvtntional procedure not 
ordinarily used to elhhaate chetnicals €ram the COCB list In the 
HIIRA. A more ccmmnly applied method is the concentration- 
toxicity screen, which haa bverl devised by EPA to accampliah t h e  
same goal, and is described in considerable detail in RAGS (EPA, 
1989). It is a much more reliable screening procedure s b c e  i t  
calculates. the specific risk associated w i t h  iudividual on-site 
contaninant8 and ranks them according to their individual 
contributions to the overall risk in the media of concern. 
shbuld be noted, furthermore, that RAG6 explicitly stipulates 
that the contamisant concentration used h the screening process 
"should be the maximum detected concentrationn an6 not the mean 
concentration. The BHRA in tbe work plan should follow RAGS. 

It 

23.  B C W  8-15. S e w n  8.3.1 Alchwgh the work plan adequately 
identifies the most likely current human receptor population, 
inhalat.ion of vapor phase contaminants and exposure to external 
gamma radiation have been omitted as possible routes of exposure. 
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The hypothetical future w e t  population does not represent the 
consemtive assumption that residentLa1 land use i s  possible. 
Even though the DOE'S current projection €or future land is as an 
induetrial park and an ecological presezxe, it has not been 
legally established in the form of a covenant or land uiae 
restriction. Therefore, it should be comervatively assumed that 
residential land uee is possLble and the potential human health 
risks to this population should be estimated. This! estimate can 
then be empared with other land w e  scenarios such as current 
and future off-site residents and future 5ndustrial and 
ecological site wrkers. 

24-  EBgc 8-18.  Section 0 ,.3. Although only complete pathways 
need t o  be included ix the quantitative risk assessment, reasons 
for disqualifying exposure pathways should be presented i n  
detai 1 -  

25. - section 8 .4 .3 .  ~ t :  is not clear w h a t  i s  meant by 
- - . oxp%%!&er risk 4 R aemciated with regulatory agencies 

and "The results of any such deviation w i l l  be presented in the 
technical mem0;fBflCILuIII and the HHRA report." 
be clarified since it appears to draw 4ntm question EPA's weight 
of evidence carcinogenic classificatton. These claseifications 
were developed after rigorous ;laalysis by scientists within the 
ikrcinogen5.a R h k  Aasessment Verification Ehdeavor (CRAVE) group 
and should not be altered. 

This paragraph ahould 

2t. Paqe 8 - 3 0 .  Sc C t i c m  8.5 .  2.1. The text states that m.. .RO 
attempt: w i l l  be made to add! carcinogenic risk across the three 
pertinent cancer classes." This contradicts the methodology 
presented in RAQ3. CaPcer risks for claaa A, 33, and C 
carcinogens should be summed regardleas of the individual weight 
of evidence classification for each chemical, Although RAGS 
acknowlcrdyesl Lhat this limits the methodology which can introduce 
uncertainty into the risk assessment, carcinogenic risks 
associated with -sure to more than one chemical should be 
aUdea. 
to OU14 procedure can be included in the uncertainty analysis. 

27. B, LkSS l62 Grounamer Data . In Lhe ground-water 
data for IXSS 162, analytical results from well 0187 samples are 
listed. This well is downgradient of ~ S S  160,  161, and 164.1- 

' SHSS 160 has polycfllorinatea bipnenyl (m) s o i l  coniwu..ination, 
and contaminants may have migrated downgradient in the ground. 
water. Well 0187 should include analyses for PCBs to check for 
the presence of PCBs in the ground water. 
should include a section in Appendix B for ground-wacer data at 
IHSS 160, 

The speclfic 1Mtstione OL this arsalysis as it applies 

rn additiwa, DOE 

28.  $gpadix B. IRSS 156.1 Grounwter  Data. I n  this  section, 
ground-water data from well 4486 are given for IHSS 156.1.  
However, well 4486 fs directly south of IHSS 156.1. With growid 
water flow t o  the east, these w e l l  data would be more appropriate 
for characterizing grolurdl water upgradient o f  IHSS 160 QT 161. 
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DOE should justify the u8e of well 4486 ground-watsr data for 
IESS 156.1 or remove them from this section. 
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